Several alternative decision rules have been proposed for how individuals assess and choose options, such as mates and territories. Three of these rules are the threshold rule, where individuals choose the first option that exceeds a preset level of quality, the best-of-n rule, where individuals assess a fixed number of options and then choose the best of those options, and the comparative Bayes rule, where individuals use estimates of options to selectively assess and choose options. It has been previously concluded that the threshold rule produces higher average fitness than the best-of-n rule when assessment costs are not trivial. However, previous comparisons assumed that time and options are infinite, individuals can estimate the distribution of option quality without uncertainty or mistakes, and individuals receive perfect information about the quality of assessed options. I found that the best-of-n rule produces higher average fitness than the threshold rule despite significant assessment costs, when time for choosing an option is limited, when individuals are choosing from a small pool of options, when estimates of the distribution of option quality are error-prone, and when there is uncertainty about the distribution of option quality. I also found that the comparative Bayes rule produces higher average fitness than the threshold and best-of-n rules when time or options are limited and when individuals receive imperfect information about the quality of assessed options. Therefore, the optimality of alternative decision rules depends on more than the size of assessment costs and the previous conclusions of empirical studies that have assumed such need to be re-examined.
Several alternative decision rules have been proposed for how individuals assess and choose options, such as mates and territories. Three of these rules are the threshold rule, where individuals choose the first option that exceeds a preset level of quality, the best-of-n rule, where individuals assess a fixed number of options and then choose the best of those options, and the comparative Bayes rule, where individuals use estimates of options to selectively assess and choose options. It has been previously concluded that the threshold rule produces higher average fitness than the best-of-n rule when assessment costs are not trivial. However, previous comparisons assumed that time and options are infinite, individuals can estimate the distribution of option quality without uncertainty or mistakes, and individuals receive perfect information about the quality of assessed options. I found that the best-of-n rule produces higher average fitness than the threshold rule despite significant assessment costs, when time for choosing an option is limited, when individuals are choosing from a small pool of options, when estimates of the distribution of option quality are error-prone, and when there is uncertainty about the distribution of option quality. I also found that the comparative Bayes rule produces higher average fitness than the threshold and best-of-n rules when time or options are limited and when individuals receive imperfect information about the quality of assessed options. Therefore, the optimality of alternative decision rules depends on more than the size of assessment costs and the previous conclusions of empirical studies that have assumed such need to be re-examined. Individuals often choose options from a set of candidates. Foraging individuals choose food items; dispersing individuals choose destinations; and mating individuals choose mates. Presumably, the fitness of these individuals depends on the quality of the options they choose. However, uncertainty about encountered and yet-to-beencountered options and time and energy costs and constraints impede how accurately individuals can choose options and creates the need for decision rules that balance the costs of assessment and the benefits of good choices. The rules individuals use to make these choices can critically affect the dynamics of systems, such as mating systems (Gibson & Langen 1996) and predator-prey systems (Luttbeg & Schmitz 2000) .
Various rules for assessment and decision making have been proposed. The rules vary in their assumptions about whether previously encountered options, such as mates or territories, can be remembered and returned to, whether encounters with options are random or controlled by the choosing individual, and whether encounters provide perfect or imperfect information about the quality of an option (Janetos 1980; Real 1990; Getty 1996; Luttbeg 1996; Mazalov et al. 1996) . Three of the proposed decision-making rules are the best-of-n rule, the threshold rule and the comparative Bayes rule. For the best-of-n rule, individuals assess a fixed number of options (n) and then choose the option with the highest assessed quality (Janetos 1980). For the threshold rule, individuals set a threshold and choose the first option that has an assessed quality that exceeds the threshold (Real 1990) . The threshold can either be fixed or adjustable to time or experience. For the comparative Bayes rule, individuals estimate the quality of each available option, use encounters with options to update these estimates, and then choose the option with the highest assessed quality when the cost of more information exceeds the expected benefit of that information (Luttbeg 1996) .
One approach taken to try to determine the likelihood of various proposed decision-making rules has been to compare their relative performances. Janetos (1980) compared the performances of best-of-n and fixed threshold
